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FramingThe evaluation of campaigns aimed at improving road safety is still the exception rather than the rule. Because
of this, ineffective campaigns and campaign techniques are allowed to continue to be utilised without
question, while new methods of behaviour modiﬁcation are often ignored. Therefore, the necessity and
advantages of formally evaluating road safety campaign efforts are discussed. This article also describes the
pros and cons of some of the more common campaign strategies and introduces a number of new methods
that show a great deal of promise for the purpose of road safety campaigns. In order to infuse the ﬁeld of road
safety campaigning with such new insights into road user behaviour and behavioural modiﬁcation, one
should look beyond the conﬁnes of road safety campaign standards and learn from the knowledge gained in
other disciplines such as economics and social psychology. These new insights are discussed in terms of their
implications for the future of road safety campaigns.
© 2011 International Association of Trafﬁc and Safety Sciences. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.1. Road safety and road safety campaigns
Road trafﬁc today is inherently dangerous. In fact, in contrast to
other modes of transport such as railways and air trafﬁc, the road
trafﬁc systemwas not designed with safety as a jumping-off point [1].
Consequently, in road trafﬁc it is us humans who make the difference
betweenhazard and safety,with little keepingus fromharmshouldwe
make a mistake. Differently put, unlike other modes of transport that
have procedures, safeguards or fallbacks to limit both the occurrence
and impact of human error, road trafﬁc relies more heavily on its users
to keep accidents from occurring. Given that humans are almost
inadvertently prone to make mistakes and commit violations, human
behaviour is of particular interest for most road safety professionals.
That is where road safety campaigns come in. Together with other
‘behavioural’ measures (e.g., law enforcement, education, training,
and even infrastructure to some extent) road safety campaigns are
used as a means of inﬂuencing the public to behave more safely in
trafﬁc. Road safety campaigns can be deﬁned as purposeful attempts to
inform, persuade, and motivate a population (or sub-group of a
population) to change its attitudes and/or behaviours to improve road
safety, using organised communications involving speciﬁc media
channelswithin a given time period [2]. It can havemany andmultiple
purposes, such as informing the public of new or little known trafﬁc
rules, increasing problem awareness or convincing people to refrain
from hazardous behaviours and adopting safe ones instead.gy, The Netherlands.
an).
ssociation of Trafﬁc and Safety ScieThis article is based on a keynote speech delivered by FredWegman
at the PRI (Prévention Routière Internationale)World Congress on June
24th 2009. In this speech, Wegman examined issues pertinent to the
present and future of road safety campaigns by discussing evaluation
practices, common fallacies concerning the nature of human behaviour
and new insights into behaviourmodiﬁcation that may be of use for the
future of road safety campaigns. In this article, we elaborate on the
insights put forth in the speechwith the aim of providing inspiration for
the future of road safety campaigns. In order to do so,weﬁrst discuss the
current practices in evaluating road safety campaign evaluations or the
lack of such. Wewill then examine some of the methods of behavioural
modiﬁcation that are already widely implemented in road safety
campaigns. Finally, we will delve into the many promising methods of
behavioural modiﬁcation that can be found in ﬁelds such as psychology
and economics. These methods and insights are discussed in terms of
theways theymight be used to positively inﬂuence road user behaviour
and by extension, road safety itself.
1.1. Are road safety campaigns effective?
Surprisingly, all the more so given the sheer number of road safety
campaigns, only a fraction of such campaigns are formally and
thoroughly evaluated [3]. Despite this dearth of evaluation results,
there are a number of reports on the subject that give some indication as
to the potential effects of road safety campaigns. For example, in 2004
the World Health Organisation concluded that road safety campaigns
were able to inﬂuence behaviour when used in conjunction with
legislation and lawenforcement.However, the report also states that “…
when used in isolation education, information and publicity generallynces. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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injuries” [4].
Likewise, a meta-analysis showed that the effects of mass media
campaigns alone are small, especially when compared to the effects of
campaigns that were combined with other measures [5]. Without
enforcement and/or education a mass media campaign has virtually
no effect in terms of reducing the number of road accidents, while
adding either of both those measures ensures a reduction of over ten
percent (see Table 1). Interestingly enough, it is the local, personally
directed campaigns that show by far the biggest effect on road
accidents. However, it should be noted that the conﬁdence interval for
this result is quite large, meaning that there is a large uncertainty
about the true value of this parameter. More importantly, however, is
that the meta-analysis only contained a few studies on this type of
campaign, and as such this result is based on rather few studies [6],
which provide another alternative explanation for the fact that local
individualised campaigns seem so much more effective than other
types of campaigns.
1.2. The business of evaluating road safety campaigns
The above discussion is based on the results of a meta-analysis. For
such analyses, the results of multiple evaluation studies are combined,
which allows for comparisons between different types of media
campaigns alone and media comparisons in conjunction with other
measures. For the evaluation of individual road safety campaigns,
however, it is often quite difﬁcult to isolate the effects of the campaign
component from the effects of the measures the campaign is combined
with. That is, it is hard to tell if obtained results are the result of the
campaign itself, or whether they are the result of the campaign
combinedwith these othermeasures, or evenwhether the same effects
might have been reached by using those accompanyingmeasures alone.
One way to deal with some of the difﬁculties that come with
evaluating the implementation of a campaign, is by pretesting (parts of)
themethod and of the campaign in a controlled environment. Pretesting
can take on various forms depending on the speciﬁc characteristics of
the intended campaign, but in general it refers to a small-scale study
where the campaign concept or individual aspects of it are tested
experimentally (i.e., comparing the behaviour or behavioural intentions
of people who were presented with the campaign to the behaviour of
peoplewhohavenot beenpresentedwith the campaign; comparing the
behaviourof peoplewhohavebeenpresentedwithdifferent concepts of
the same campaign) to determine if the campaign strategy has any hope
of inﬂuencing people's behaviour. If the chosen method of inﬂuencing
behaviour proves successful in an experimental setting, this may be
taken as an indication that it's worth trying on a larger scale. If the
method does not prove to be effective experimentally, the results of the
pretestmayproveuseful inﬁguringouthow to improve the campaignat
a point when it is still possible to make such an overhaul.
When it comes to evaluating the results of a road safety campaign
that is or has actually been implemented in the ﬁeld, a good research
design can do much to counteract many such difﬁculties in the
evaluation of road safety campaigns.
At the very least, setting up an evaluation study in a way that will
generate credible results requires some basic knowledge of the
principles involved in such studies. Such knowledge can be gleanedTable 1
Effects of road safety campaigns on road accidents [5].
Best estimate 95% conﬁdence interval
General effect −9% (−13; −5)
Mass media alone +1% (−9;+12)
Mass media+enforcement −13% (−19; −6)
Mass media+enforcement+education −14% (−22; −5)
Local individualised campaigns −39% (−56; −17)from the reports engendered by the European CAST (Campaigns and
Awareness-raising Strategies in Trafﬁc safety) project. This project was
aimed at making clear guidelines and tools to encourage the proper
design and evaluation of road safety campaigns. In doing so, a number of
tools were created that can be helpful in setting up a sound evaluation
study, such as a manual [2], an evaluation tool [7] and a reporting tool
[8]. For the purpose of this article, it is not our intention to outline the
necessary steps in the evaluation process. Indeed, the above publica-
tions acquit themselves of that purpose more thoroughly than one
article ever could. Our purpose in discussing the evaluation of road
safety campaigns is merely to point out the necessity of it.
1.3. The importance of evaluating road safety campaigns
Because reports on the evaluation results of road safety campaigns
are few and far between, there is still little insight available into the
effectiveness of campaigns in general, let alone which ingredients have
proven to be successful, and which have not. This in turn makes it hard
to determine if and how the practice and effectiveness of road safety
campaigns might be improved, thereby depriving the organisations
behind road safety campaigns of the opportunity to learn from their
successes and their mistakes and make a bigger difference. Evaluations
of road safety campaignsmay, for example, shed some light on themore
controversial of current practices (such as the use of fear appeals) and
help determine if and when these practices are really effective.
Another manner in which the current lack of formal evaluation
practices is to be lamented, is that it means that ineffective campaigns
and campaign techniques are allowed to continue unchallenged. The
continued use of funds for campaigns whose effectiveness is unclear
means that available funds are not spent on other, possibly more
effective road safety interventions. This may even keep the ﬁeld from
looking to employ other new and less traditional approaches. Hopefully,
as evaluations become more common in the ﬁeld of road safety
campaigns, it will also create some headway for newer methods of
behavioural modiﬁcation to come into play in the stead of techniques
that have yet to be proven effective.
In furthering our aim to enhance the effectiveness of future road
safety campaigns, we will now proceed to discuss some insights into
current practices and beliefs within the realm of road safety campaigns,
such as different implications of the targeted behaviour type for the
campaign method, the notion that media campaigns can be used to
reach thewhole population and the controversy surrounding the use of
fear appeals.
2. Current practices within the realm of road safety campaigns
2.1. Target behaviour: differences between different types of behavioural
targets
One of the things that are reﬂected by the meta-analyses into road
safety campaigns over the years, is that the effectiveness of such
campaigns vary considerably depending on the type of behaviour that
is targeted [5,9]. Campaigns aimed at increasing seat belt use, for
example, have been very effective in promoting its usage (see [10], for
this and other examples of effective road safety campaigns). To a
certain point that is, because as behaviours becomemore pervasive, it
becomes increasingly hard for campaigns to have any further effect on
them. More speciﬁcally, as the base level of the measure of effect
increases, the impact and expected improvement as a result of a mass
media campaign is reduced [11]. Thus, the ‘baseline’ of a behaviour
must be taken into account in determining beforehand if a road safety
campaign is to be of any use.
However, not only the baseline of the targeted behaviour matters
when considering what type of road safety campaign to implement.
As was stated before, all aspects of the target behaviour itself should
be considered in determining the best approach. That is, what works
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vice versa. There are several examples of research illustrating this very
phenomenon. The effectiveness of road safety advertising aimed both
at fatigue [12] and drink driving [13], for example, was most
determined by whether or not suitable alternatives were provided
(i.e., having a designated driver, and alternative forms of transpor-
tation). However, providing people with alternatives for their
behaviour is not effective in inﬂuencing all trafﬁc related behaviours.
In the case of speeding behaviours, for example, such alternative
behaviours are not readily available. That is, it is not really possible to
suggest alternative ways to deal with the dangers that speeding
presents, other than to just not engage in this particular behaviour
[13]. It is worth noting that speeding in general is a notoriously
difﬁcult behaviour to inﬂuence through campaigning. Not only is it
difﬁcult to provide people with viable alternatives for this behaviour,
but it also seems that even enforcement does little to sway people in
their propensity for speeding. Indeed, many young drivers hold the
belief that speeding is socially acceptable and that avoiding detection
by law enforcement is a breeze. More importantly, however, is that
reportedly not even increases in the chance of getting caught would
sway these youngsters from speeding [14]. The lack of effect garnered
by enforcement in relation to speeding may be owed in part to the
public's conviction that enforcement is in place not because the
behaviour is truly dangerous, but because the government sees it as
an expedient way to rake in cash [13]. Thus, in contrast to drink
driving and fatigue, speeding behaviours are far less receptive to the
provision of behavioural alternatives and even enforcement or the
publicity thereof. For road safety campaigns in general, this implies
that the nature of the behaviour determines whether or not a certain
tactic will be effective, something which can be determined by
pretesting a campaign. For speeding behaviours in particular, this
means that different means should be sought to try and inﬂuence this
behaviour for the better. Since it has been suggested that the lack of
effect garnered by enforcement is due to the belief that speeding is
socially acceptable, that detection and the subsequent penalties can
be easily avoided and that the imposed ﬁnes represent nothing but
governmental greed, the ﬁrst step may be to try and tackle these
beliefs.
Not only do the individual characteristics of a publicity campaign
have different implications on different types of outcome behaviours,
but the combination of publicity with other measures (such as
enforcement, education andpersonal communication) alsohas differing
effects depending on the type of targeted behaviour. In a study on both
the individual and combined effects of publicity campaigns and
enforcement aimed at drink driving on the one hand and or speeding
on the other, it was shown that the combination of publicity campaigns
with enforcement did indeed have a different effect depending on the
type of target behaviour. With drink driving campaigns both enforce-
ment and publicity campaigns had signiﬁcant independent effects, but
no combined reinforcing effect. The reverse was true for speeding
campaigns, where only the combined effect of enforcement and
publicity campaigns was signiﬁcant and not the two measures
independently [13]. This last ﬁnding may have something to do with
the ﬁnding mentioned earlier that speeding is not easily dissuaded
through enforcement. The fact that in spite of the lack of individual
effects of either enforcement or publicity, a combined effect was still
obtained, is somewhat more surprising. The author suggests that since
the focus of publicity campaign was on the severe consequences of the
crashes, this may have counteracted some of the prevalent cynicism
concerning the actualmotives of the government to enforce the laws on
speeding [13].
Taken together, these results suggest a number of things that should
be taken into account. First, it is important that the individual
characteristics of the targeted behaviour be taken into account, for
whatworks for one typeof behaviourmaynotwork for another. Second,
it is important to realise that not only does this have implications for themeasures you wish to employ individually, but that even the
combination of different measures may also interact differently given
a different set of targeted behaviours. Furthermore, to determine what
possible effects any given approach might have on the behaviour at
hand, careful pretesting may be useful in order to determine what
particular approach or combination of approaches is in order. And
ﬁnally, the fact that different road user behaviours seem to react
differently to various types and combinations of road safety interven-
tions means that special care should be taken when conducting or
interpreting meta-analyses on road safety campaigns. These types of
analyses tend to bundle evaluation results using different methods,
focusing ondifferent behaviours and groupswithin various settings. The
research discussed in this paragraph clearly illustrates that this may
prove problematic in the interpretation of the results.
2.2. Target audience: using mass media campaigns to reach the entire
population
Concerning the prospective audience of a publicity campaign, there
seems to bean implicit belief thatwhenyouneed to reach a bigger range
of people or perhaps the whole of a population, mass media campaigns
are the way to go. The idea seems to be that almost everyone either
watches television, listens to the radio or reads the paper or perhaps
evendoes all of these things at some timeor other. Therefore, thegreater
the reach of the media channel you use to put your message out there,
the greater number of people who will receive that message. However,
research consistently shows that any type of campaign, including mass
media types, is more effective when it is focused on speciﬁc groups [2].
Furthermore, there is someevidence that peoplewith loweducation are
less likely to be reached with information through mass media
campaigns. This is not due to a lack of comprehension of the message;
rather, people with a lower level of education seem less prone to even
pay attention to themessage conveyed by such campaigns [15]. Instead,
peoplewith lower degrees of education are farmore likely to be reached
by personally contacting them than by ads placed in a local newspaper.
Personally contacting people with lower degrees of education (by
phone, mail or personal visitations) seems to have a greater chance of
getting themessage across. This supposition is lent evenmore credence
by the results of the meta-analysis mentioned earlier, which also
suggested that local, personally directed campaigns were particularly
effective in diminishing road accidents [5]. Taken together, these results
indicate that campaigns using more personal forms of delivery and
communication are indeed worth the time and effort.
2.3. The pros and cons of fear appeals
Judging by the number of road safety campaigns that make use of
fear appeals, there is a ﬁrm belief in the ability to “scare people
straight”. The idea is that when fear is aroused, people will become
more motivated to accept the message and recommendations
presented in a campaign [16]. Implicitly, the way people sometimes
react to these types of campaigns (shock, horror, or even tears) is
taken as a sign that the message got through to people, with the ﬁrm
believers in these types of campaigns saying that they know it works
“because you can see the kids leave the classroom with tears in their
eyes”. The belief that this is somehow indicative of the effectiveness of
this approach supposedly is that when people are thus affected by the
campaign, they are certain to comply with the dispensed advice.
However, it is important to remember that the amount of tears shed is
not the ultimate goal of these campaigns. The ultimate goal is the
effect the campaign has on actual behaviour and, by extension, on the
number of road accidents, and on that count the jury is still out.
Because the fact is that although fear can motivate people, it can also
have the opposite effect. It may in fact lead people to employ so-called
defensive responses. Such responses may take many forms, for
example with people discounting the veracity of the claims in the
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relevance to oneself, or even by avoiding exposure to the campaign
altogether [16,17]. Indeed, from a scientiﬁc point of view, fear appeals
are rather controversial, in the sense that research into this approach
shows a mixed bag of results. In some cases, fear appeals seem to
generate promising results in terms of perceived severity, suscepti-
bility and message acceptance, while in others the approach seems to
engender the aforementioned defensive response [16].
These diverging results may have something to do with perceived
self-efﬁcacy on the one hand, and the perceived threat and
susceptibility on the other [16]. Perceived self-efﬁcacy refers to the
extent to which people think they are able to do something to prevent
whatever the fear appeal is portraying. Thus, when self-efﬁcacy is low
(i.e., one does not believe there is anything one can do to stop the
fearful image from happening), people are more likely to show the
defensive reactions to fear appeals which render them ineffective
[16,17]. Perceived threat refers to the extent to which people believe
themselves to be in any danger of the consequences shown. Even
when people are sympathetic to the plight shown by the fear appeal
and feel that the recommended precautions are both sensible and
doable, the fear-appeal will not have the intended effect if people do
not believe that the consequences shown will ever happen to them.
Only if people feel that the portrayed consequences are relevant to
themselves and feel they are able to take the preventive measures the
campaign proposes, does the fear-appeal have a chance to work.
Another possible explanation for the diverging results is that the
effect of fear appeals may be dependent on cultural differences. In the
Netherlands, for example, there is a long tradition of road safety
advertising with an emphasis on humour rather than fear. This in
contrast to countries such as Australia, New Zealand, the United States,
and Great Britain that often show explicit pictures of crashes, casualties,
injuries and blood, and the related emotions of pain, sorrow and grief of
trafﬁc victims and relatives [18]. Using suchmethods in countrieswhere
the people are not used to them, may cause a controversy which might
detract from the impact of the campaign.
Yet another factor that determines whether or not fear-appeals
have the desired effect, is the gender of the group the campaign is
aimed at. Women tend to respond more favourably to fear appeals
than men, as evidenced by greater recall, more effect on behavioural
intentions and more positive attitudes towards the central message
(e.g. [19,20]). Young males, especially, seem to have little suscepti-
bility to fear appeals. Lewis, Tay andWatson (2007) [20], for example,
posit that fear appeals have less effect on young males, because they
tend to discount and avoid them. So too did Tay & Ozanne [39] ﬁnd
that a fear-evoking drink driving campaign resulted in a reduction in
fatal crashes in the group of women of all age categories and in older
men (35–54 years old), but not in the target group of young men ages
18 to 24. As young males in general have a higher crash rate than
others, the implications of the differing effects of gender on the
effectiveness of fear appeals seem highly poignant.
The above discussion on the possible pros and cons of fear appeals
illustrates that the wielding of this method is fraught with difﬁculty.
For one thing, one must limit the possibility that people will respond
defensively to the campaign, meaning that the fear the campaign
evokes should not be so overwhelming that people feel they can do
nothing to prevent it. One possible way to do this is by supplying the
audience with speciﬁc actions that can be taken as preventive
measures. It is also important that this action is not only something
people think they will be able to do, but that they feel is both credible
and suitable to be considered a preventive measure. Furthermore, the
audience should be made to feel that the problem is relevant to them.
Finally, there are the cultural backdrop and the characteristics of the
target audience to consider. Other than the age and gender of the
prospective audience, this might also mean focusing on consequences
that the target audience will care about. Young people, for example,
may be far more impressed by the repercussions of a road accident ontheir looks or on their social standing than on their general health and
longevity.
All in all, the mantra “if you scare them, they will change” is not as
easy as it might at ﬁrst glance appear to be. Even when all the pointers
above are taken into account, people may react differently to a fear-
based campaign than expected. Therefore, careful pretesting is in
order, not just in terms of how people experienced the imagery, but
rather of what most road safety campaigns are actually trying to
accomplish, namely, a change for the better in terms of behaviour or
behavioural intentions.3. New approaches on the horizon
Thus far, the discussion of road safety campaigns has centred around
the status quo: what has been done, how effective has it been and what
steps canbe taken to improveupon someof the current practices both in
themethod and evaluation of road safety campaign. In the remainder of
this article, we turn our eyes to the future, to discuss some promising
insights into behaviour and behaviour modiﬁcation that can be gained
from social psychology and economics alike. These insights, though not
necessarily new or unheard of in their own right, are promising in the
sense that theymay prove to be useful when adapted to theﬁeld of road
safety campaigns. Furthermore, all are centred on the same supposition,
namely that we humans are by no means the rational decision makers
that we think we are [21,22].
Many road safety campaigns seem to be based on the implicit tenet
that if people knew better, they would do better. Usually, such
campaigns seek to rectify the current situation by providing the right
amount and quality of information (not to mention the reliability of its
sources), expecting that as a result, peoplewill come around to the right
way of thinking and doing. Granted, some campaigns also employ
elements such as attitude and the social norms that play a role in
people's chosen behaviour. Yet even when such elements are
implemented in a campaign, the strategy often seems to veer right
into presenting people with information on either or both the
ramiﬁcations of the undesirable behaviour and the proﬁts of the correct
behaviour.
Underneath it all, most methods seem to be implemented because
it is assumed that the behaviour people exhibit is the result of rational
thought and careful deliberation. That is, given a set of options people
will choose the option that makes the most sense and will ultimately
result in the biggest payoff. Logically, that would mean that telling
people that certain behaviours are dangerous, should result in those
people choosing to do the sensible thing and stop taking such
unnecessary risks. People are rational creatures, after all. Or are they?
Evidence that human decision making is decidedly not always the
result of rational thought, is bountiful. On the contrary, many of our
actions are the result of our habits, feelings, biases, circumstances, and
so on and so forth [23,24]. In fact, many behaviours are so much the
result of such things that conscious rational thought does not play the
signiﬁcant role that many seem to attribute to it. As such, many
behaviours have come to be considered as automatic: behaviour that
is performed unintentionally and without conscious knowledge and
control [25]. One way to overcome this is to break a habit by either
timing your message to be delivered at the precise moment when
people are prone to revaluate their habits (e.g., change of job or
address, having children, etc.) or by aiming the intervention at
stopping bad habits from forming [26,27]. Another way to deal with
the fact that many behaviours are in fact automatic, is by simply
embracing that fact. That is, rather than ignoring this insight and
holding out hope that people must eventually succumb to our
carefully reasoned arguments, we propose the following: ‘if you
can't beat them, join them’. What we of course mean by that glib little
idiom, is that when we cannot overcome people's inbred habits and
inclinations with cold hard logic, why not try to make use of the very
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nature.
3.1. Making use of the automaticity of behaviour
Automaticity has been demonstrated to play a role in any number of
behaviours. For some types of behaviours, this fact has been well
established. The task of driving a car, for example, is widely accepted to
become automatic in that after a certain amount of practice it does not
require our express attention andwe do it without really thinking about
it [24]. It is not a far leap to consider that a degree of automaticity might
also play a role inmany trafﬁc behaviours: people who violate speeding
limits may not necessarily do so because they are ignorant or
misinformed about the possible ramiﬁcations of their behaviour, or
make a conscious decision to put the pedal to the metal.
The qualiﬁcation of more complex behaviours as being in some
part due to automatic rather than deliberate processes, however, is
something that many people seem uncomfortable with [23]. Yet
research has shown that any number of behaviours and even traits
that are considered fairly stable can be inﬂuenced without us being
aware of it. For example, having people make sentences with words
generally associated with the elderly (e.g., bingo, begonias, and
Florida) causes them to cross a certain distance more slowly than the
people who were asked to do the same with neutral words [28].
Having them think and write about people generally thought to have
above average intelligence (college professors)makes people perform
better on intelligence tests [29].
3.1.1. Priming
The examples above describe something that is known as
“priming”: the activation of certain mental constructs or schemas by
presenting people with sensory input (e.g., words, and images) that
are closely associated with those constructs [30]. This activation in
turn inﬂuences not only thought processes but actions and behaviours
as well. Another example of this principle at work is by using visual
rather than verbal stimuli: presenting people with a bill that has the
logo of a credit card company on them, leads people to decide quicker
on giving bigger tips. The credit card logos are closely associated with
buying and spending, that it appears to lead people to do spend
money more easily than when these constructs are not activated [31].
The same principles of priming may be applied for road safety
campaigns, the advantage of such an approach being that it does not
require people to actively process the campaign message and
accompanying imagery. The research amassed on automatic behav-
iour and priming suggests that, when presented with certain images
andwords, peoplemay automatically exhibit the behaviour that those
stimuli invoke. This means that it is a matter of ﬁnding which images,
words or otherwise invoke the behaviours one would like to see. For
this purpose, carefully pretesting of possible stimuli may be the key.
The concept of priming is also of interest if one decides to go the
more traditional route of using a campaign to inform or convince with
information and reasoned arguments, if only to remind us that our
often well-intentioned words and images may have the opposite
effects of what we intend by them. For example, recent campaigns to
prevent people from getting driving while fatigued showed people
sleeping behind the wheel or depicted a car with a pillow where the
steering wheel should be. These images are meant to visualize this
phenomenon and remind people that getting behind the wheel when
tired poses a real threat. It is possible, however, that such images may
unwittingly invoke the very concept one is trying to prevent, and as
such, may to a certain extent even induce the concept of sleepiness. To
our knowledge, the evaluations carried out on such campaigns [32]
have not included the measures necessary to ascertain whether such
images have any unintended side effects. Rather, such evaluations
include measures of knowledge, behavioural beliefs, intentions, risk
comprehension and self-reported behaviour rather than the associa-tions one has with the images and words in the campaign, let alone
possible testing of whether people felt more or less fatigued after
viewing them. Therefore, we cannot now conclude whether or not
these images might have any such unintended side effects. However,
we use this example to illustrate that caution should be exercised in
choosing the images and words used in a campaign. As was suggested
earlier, to determine these potential side-effects, some form of
(experimental) pretesting should be in order.
3.1.2. Modelling and social inﬂuence
The above paragraph dealt with the power of words, images and
other such stimuli and the almost involuntary behaviour people may
exhibit as a result of them. In much the same way, the same can be
accomplished by presenting people with an example of the way we
would like them to act rather than showing them how they should
not. This is because we humans have a very strong tendency to mimic
the behaviours we see in others. For example, we “whisper to
someone who is whispering, we start to speak much louder when
others do so” (p. 3, [30]). Leading by the right rather than the wrong
example can therefore have the desired effect simply because we just
cannot help mimicking people. Furthermore, by demonstrating the
desired behaviour you are also playing on another important human
tendency: to conform. People are less prone to exhibit behaviour that
other people see as inappropriate. This is another good reason to
emphasize that the desired behaviour is something everybody does
and is perceived by the most people as normal and appropriate.
Many campaigns aimed at changing unwanted behaviour, how-
ever, feature people portraying the very behaviour that the campaign
is supposed to discourage. Often, this is meant to raise awareness of a
certain problem, or to hold up a “mirror” for the audience to look into.
This is based on the contention that if people see how stupid, ugly,
silly, etc., it lookswhen other people act a certainway, hopefully in the
future they will think twice before acting like that themselves.
However, “holding up amirror” like that suggests thatmultiple people
will be able to recognize themselves in the reﬂection. This, then,
suggests that the behaviour portrayed is something that a lot of
people already do, and therefore may act to normalize the very
behaviour that it attempts to discourage. These types of campaigns
may thus be ineffectual or even inadvertently enforce the unwanted
behaviour. This once again underlines the importance not only of
providing the target audience with the right example, but to carefully
pretest these example to see if people see them the way they are
meant to be seen.
3.1.3. Framing the message: losses or gains
Another way to subtly move people in the direction you want
them to take, is by using the implication of the prospect theory [33].
This inﬂuential theory describes how differently people react to
information based on whether they are framed as potential losses or
potential gains. To illustrate this difference, consider having to make a
choice of whether or not to undergo a medical procedure. If a doctor
told his patient that “out of a hundred patients, 90% will still be alive
ﬁve years after the operation”, that patient will probably be inclined to
go through with it. If, however, the doctor stated that “out of a
hundred patients, 10% will die within ﬁve years after the operation”,
the patient will probably be a lot more reluctant to undergo what is
essentially the same procedure (example courtesy of [34]).
Another example of the above principle at work comes from the
research of Meyerowitz and Chaiken [35], who looked intoways to get
more women to check for changes in their breast tissues in order to
increase the likelihood of early detection of breast cancer. They did
this by spreading several versions of the same brochure on this
subject, one describing this procedure in terms of the potential gains
(“by checking your breast tissue regularly, you will be more familiar
with their texture which will make it easier to detect any eventual
changes”), potential losses (“by not checking your breast tissue
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it harder to detect any eventual changes”) or without any mention of
either the potential losses or gains. In this particular case, it turned out
that the brochure that was framed in terms of losses yielded the
biggest results: 57% of the women that had received this version had
started to check their breast regularly in contrast to either the gain
frame or neutral brochure that had only moved about 38% to do so.
Prospect theory may be applicable in the realm of road safety
campaigns as well. Depending on the type of behaviour one is trying
to encourage or discourage, it will be worthwhile to investigate
whether different frames make a difference in getting people to
behave as you would like them to. Again, the key to success would be
to take the time to pretest different ways in which to frame the
message you would like to get across before settling on any one tactic.3.2. Informal education
One last thing to take into account is that the approaches
illustrated above can be put to good use beyond trying to inﬂuence
the behaviour of the target audience themselves. In order to maximize
their potential impact, one might look beyond the principal targets of
the message. Indeed, we do not just learn trafﬁc behaviours from
formal education and campaigning. Rather, a lot of what we learn
comes from our own experiences and what we observe in others [1].
Therefore, it might be worthwhile to look not just at how we might
inﬂuence the initial recipients of a campaign, but also at how these
recipients might further inﬂuence others around them.
Of course, looking beyond the principal target of a campaign
should not be to the detriment of themain objective: it is important to
keep one's eye on the prize. However, sometimes it might even be
expedient to look into such possibilities. For example, if young males
seem elusive in their susceptibility to road safety campaigns, why not
aim for their peers or other related groups who hold some sway over
them, such as older, more experienced drivers who are less prone to
risk taking and who might be convinced to lead by example. Or
perhaps by persuading young women that it would be in their
own best interest to withhold their admiration from the vehicular
antics young males sometimes display when trying to impress the
girls. Admittedly, whether these examples prove effective is conjec-
ture at this point, although the former example has been implemen-
ted in another form in a number of countries, namely in the form
of accompanied driving. In some countries novice drivers are only
allowed to drive when they are accompanied by an experienced
driver. Depending on the amount of kilometres driven, the super-
visor's skills and the variation in routes, this approach has been
known to garner some measure of success [36]. This does in no way
provide any indication, however, that a road safety campaign
encouraging older, more experienced drivers to share that experience
and mentor younger drivers would have any effect at all. Yet again we
will stipulate that it would take some form of pretesting to see if it
is possible to obtain such indirect results by means of a road safety
campaign.
Another example of this approach pertains to parents and children,
who are uniquely positioned to mutually inﬂuence each other's
behaviour. Indeed, this very fact proved very useful in a campaign
aimed at encouraging seat belt use among kids, using toys that can be
attached to the seat belt. Not only did seat belt use among children
increase as a result of the campaign, but the children also encouraged
their parents to wear their seat belt [37]. In their turn, parents
inﬂuence their children because those children are young and
impressionable and look to their parents to see how to behave. In a
recent report on this last approach, many of the methods mentioned
in this article are outlined in relation to how they might be of use for
encouraging parents to take a more active role in their children's
trafﬁc participation ([38]; report in Dutch, with English summary).4. Conclusion
Hopefully, with this article we accomplishedwhat we set out to do,
and that is to provide some inspiration for the future of road safety
campaigns, whether this is ultimately achieved by having a good hard
look at methods that are already widely implemented or by turning to
new and alternative ways to inﬂuence road user behaviour. For this
we should pay special attention to other disciplines studying human
behaviour such as social psychology and economics. Here, interesting
insights into human behaviour and behavioural modiﬁcation can be
found which may prove to be of use within the practice of road safety
campaigns. One of the major current challenges in terms of research
into inﬂuencing road user behaviour is to ﬁgure out whether the
implication of these and other insights into human behaviour in
general can be adapted to inﬂuence road user behaviour in particular,
more speciﬁcally when designing road safety campaigns. Most
importantly, and we cannot stress this enough, is that any and all
forays into setting up a road safety campaign are formally and
thoroughly evaluated. Because as they say, the proof is in the pudding,
and the careful pretesting and evaluating of these and other
approaches is the only way to determine whether the pudding is
worth having.
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